teOHSIT ISSOHS 



ED 144 174 



tk 009 844 



iUTHOB 
TITLE* 
POB DATE-^ 
HOTS 



Zelonka, J. Richard 

Shared Decision Processes in Publiq Edaqation. 
Apr 77 

25p. ; Paper present 
Aaerican Edacationa 
Jl.T. , Aptil 4-8, 19 
legible- dae to prin 
docuaent 



€d at the Annaal Heeting of the 
1 Research Association (Hev York, 
77) i SoBe parts lay be Bar^inaliy 
t. quality of the original ^ 



EDBS PRICE' ^ 
DESCBIPTOES 



HF-$0.83 HC-$1.67 P 
AdQlt Basic Edacati 
Cogaitive Processes 
Hakihg Skills; Edac 
Group Relations; Bo 
Dey.elopaent ; ^Parti 



lus Postage* 

cn; AdutLtxEducation Programs; 
; ♦Decision Hakiimi ♦Decision <■ 
ational ^roblea^ JH|roup Oynaiics; 
dels; Organizatioipi^O^ganizatlonal 
cipation; ♦Prpblei Solving 



ABSTRACT . ,r 

Processes that integrate the, logical and 
participative diaensions of group d€cisio|fct sa^ng and ptoblW sol^ 
'ar6 increasingly iaiportaftt to those ^^s^^msib le^ ^tSr^^B ' 
.organizational developaent of edi|ca1tional sjst^^sf^^^^ptp^ 
describes a* aodel (The Optiaal Coabinafion of Proc^^u^^^^^ 
Pr6bleB Solving) that vas designed to deal with a^^^^^^ 
believed greater in cognitive coaplexity than anyJi^^vV 
T^is pod el vas designed for the developaent of recou^n^^ 
plans intended to. improve the e-f f ectiveness and advllii^tt 
state a^ult basic education progra»# Participants mere u^rW^ 
pi^aising the group process eaployed* An appendix Qontains;;4a[i^ie 
pjTDblen^ and solution identification Horksheets* (Author/^^) 




. ♦ Docuaents acquired by ERIC include 'sany 4nforMal unpublished ♦ 
.♦ materials ^not available fro« other sources.^ Emc ■akes^-every effort ♦ 
/♦ €^ obtain th$ best copy available, nevertheless, iteas of aarglnal ♦ 
. ♦^i, reproducibility are often encdantered and this aiffects the quality ♦ 
oyf the Bicrofiche and hardcopy ^reproductions ERIC aakes available ♦ 

* vi§i th* ERIC Document ReproductioB^^ Service (EDRS) . EDRS is not ♦ 
. ♦ respoj^sible for the quality of the oriqinal docuaent • Reproductions ♦ 

♦ supplied, by ^ORS are the best ttiat can be Bade froa the original* ^ ♦ 

% .» 



U S M^MTMENT OF HEALTH. 
^ ^. EDUCATION 4 WELFaVe 

9 NATIONAL INSTITUTE Of . 

•EOUCATION' , 

' • >. ' 

>% * " THIS DOCUMENT MAS. BtEN ' fr€ PRO- 

DUCED EXACTLY AS RECElVEp FROM 
The PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORlCtN. 

SHARED DECISION PROCESSES IN PUBLIC EDUCATION at.nc .t, po«ntsop v.EwoR'bp.NioNs 

xruoj-Av^ ca^uw\ij.un stated do not necessarily repre- 

» SENT OFt^'C'AL ^ATlONAt institute OF 

EDUCaT on position or POtiCV 



by 



J. Richard Zelonka 
Education and training - MESA 
U. ^nr—Departin^at of the Interior 



I. INTRODUCTION ^ the eric system con 



PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATERIAL HAS 8EEN GRANTED BY 



TO TWE ^UCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (EK|t) Af^D 
B-ORS 



I 



• Because of the complex nature of the educational system and the 
diversity of interest which exists among its distinct and influential 
constituency, or claimants^ the importance of rational processes for 
group decision making and problem solving in its design and operation 
is being recognized. In order -to identify and' direct effects at goals 
■considered to be of prime importance by all relevant on and off campus 
groups (i.e., faculty, students, adnCLnistrators, community, trustees, 
alumni, etc.), organizational claimant models are employed. These 
require that (1) all organizational claimants be identified, (2) the 
nature of each claim be specified, (3) measurable elements be defined for 
each claim, (4) predictions of the future pattem~bf tiiase claim^ts he 
made in the context of the claimants' objectives,, and (5) the impact of 
these predictions W orgaalzati'onal decisions J>e assessed (Cleland, 1974). 

Many forces have caused the educational organization to become aware 
of its accountability to -its claimants'. Vocal minority group* do not 
always find education 'appropriately responsive to their needs Aod occasional^ . 
feel it necessary to take matters into their own hands to get p^sults^ 
Students, in turn, do not alwayy find establishment authority as exercise^'*-/,,", 
^in the government of the schprfls' responsive to -their needs, real as well as 
manufactured /and find that some kinds of resuit-s are more easily obtained by 
-^force. Parents raise questions about what and how well their children are. 
learning, and finding answers evasive, frequently band together in. neighboring 
grt>ups in order, to pressure their schools for answers and- results. Taxpayers, 
witnessing a- comparatively staggering Increaserin their taxes in recent years 
with neither discernible evidence of improved results nor cle^ expirations 



for what the expenditures are intend fed to accomplish, incteasingly reward 
this lack of account by rejecting school tax levies. Locar boards of 
.^educ^tfon, feeling pressure mount from an aroused, diverse public 'demanding ' 
results, and folding them^ responsible, find themselves hard pressed to 
provide straightforward answers, let alone hold -anyone accountable. Some 
teacher groups,- finding pent-up feelings of powerlessness released through 
coll^ive action and state laws which mandate thfe n^otiation of working 
conditions, exhibit ' greater preoccupation with their working conditions than 
a commitment to the teaching task, and at the^^same "time advance a position 
that as professionals, they are accoxintable only to themselves^ for their 
actions. * ' / 

Congressmen, legislatoifs, and political leaders become frustrated after 
expending millions of dollars for specifically designated ^educational programs 
apd' then receiving in 4etum little intelligible information about the results 
obtained beyond the fact that the funds are expended and that a substantial 
increase 'is requested for the next year's operation. Finally, school 
administrators, being the group mo§t responsive* to pressure by virtue of their 
vulnerable position, finding their powers ©f administrative control being 
consistently negotiated by others lato smaller amounts^ and having to reply 
increasingly upon good will and vt)lunteered cooperation, discover that their 
positions strategically place them at the convergent point of nearly all 

these pressures (Browder, 1971). ' ' . * 

t \ 

A number of approaches, singly or emjiloyed with others, have been proposed 

in order to make schools more accountable. Such approaches includfe the 

development of greAter management sophistication among educators, the use of 

educational program auditing, the development and implementation of defined 

levels of performance expectations, the utilization of an alternative form of 

education, or a quickening of institutional responsiveness through increased 

local participation and semi-autonomy (Barrow, 1970). 

It is the latter approach ii\ which group problem solving/decision making 

processes play a'^cruclal role* /Educational programs' must provide relevance td 

students, meet the excellence required by staff, and be consistent with the * 

levels of" resource made available by the funding community. The d^sign^and 

implementation of such programs require administrators to include members of 

each group in a decision making/problem solving process appropriately suite* 

to the simultaneous accomplishment of these ends. 

» 
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II. EvoLuncai of organizational decision ' . 

MAKlNG/PRDBLElf SOLVING PROCESSES 

Organisational decision making/problem solving has evolved in ways 
.which both parallel and cooplement the organizational development (OD) 

processes to which it is now intimately related. Initially, emphasis was 
^placed on the logical, rational, or structural aspects of the decisi^' 
- making/problem solving activity. The early emphasis on rationality has, 
of course, continued .£o:thQ present t'lme, until there now eScists a signifi- 
cant number of conceptually complex prescriptive frameworks. 

Many of tb^se frameworks developed around the nation of the system. 
A system, si]i?)ly defined, is a set of objects together wljch relationships ' 
between the objects an* between "their attributes .(Hall 1956) . The systems 
concept seeks to explain relationships between objects in a manner which 
permits close Scrutiny of the objects as well as how they fit together into 
a- whole systfem or a part of it .-^Usually, this explanation is performed" by 
building and. analyzing abstract models of the empirical wortd which represent 
the necessary and suff^ient .relationships of the items being considered. 
Specific systems analysis' methods' include inpi^t/output analysis, econometric 
models, benefit/cost analysis, the planning-programmlnj budget system (PPBS) , 
and mathematical programmJag. Explanation of ea'ch of these approaches falls - 
beyond tKe scope of efforts here. Their significance^ however, lies in the 
'.fact that they provide a la»^r variety of ways' to view problems— alternative • 

ways that are logical, systematic, comprehensive, and above all rational. 
« 

A second decision making/probloa solving 'emphasis was concerned with the 
behavioral component of organlzat^lona. The^ interest here centered on obtaining 
appropriate levels of participation from those affected by the decision or ^ 
problem solving for socio*polit±cal rather than technical reasons. In order 
to make practical, workable si^estions trtiich cin be utilized in improving 
the decision making processes in schools, the following five generalizations 
drawn from the vast literature on <^ganizational decision making can be 
enqjhasized (Owens, 1970): ' . 

1. Effective partlci-pation by all claimants in meaningful 
organizational decisions does pay off. 
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2. * Claimants do not want to be iavolv^d in every decision nor do 
they expect to be. ^ - * ^ 1 

3. An important task of the adininistjrator is to distinguish between 
the decisions in which claimants should be. involved *^d those which shou4d 
be handled in oth^r ways. . ' ? / 

-4. The roles and<functions of . claimants in decision 'making can 1?e 
'varied according to the nature of the problem. / * ^ \ • 

5.^ The points in the decision making process in which cl^ijjants are 
involved can be varl^edjaccording to the .nature of the proble^m. Ratsoy <1973y* 
argues convincingly that participative managerial styles lead to increased 
supervisor effectiveness, • teacher satisfaction, decreased student ' alienation, 
and improved sfudent achievement • 

The third and most recent period of- organizational decision making/ 
problem solving thought ds concerned with the natural integration of the 
crucial sttuctural and behavioral dimensions in ord^r t6 achieve an acceptable 
final state of affairs. Despite the widespread contemporary support for the 
^principles of rationality and participation, relatively few specific mechanisms 
have been suggested for transforming these principles into a functional 
reality. The most common proposals^ for rational participation center on 
electing members of administrative conmittees or selecting them to represent 
constituency group^. Neither approach assures* thajT the sentiments and 
Interests of the group whose participati6n is desired will be correctly 
perceived, and integrated into the decision making. Clearly, the consultative 
activity is least likely to generated true, participation and, conversely, most 
likely to end up a charade providing the form of participation, without any 
substance. But, even the representative commlttfee can fall short of effective 
^participation. The committee *s, ability to represent its constituencies can be 
thwarted by the contraints of the comiiittee's terms of reference j(nd the style 
of the coiaiiittee\s chairman. Also, the comaittee members, once elected, may 
facilitate committee actions that can substantially vary from the interests 
supposedly being represented. Lacking invthese systems are procedures whicH 
provide an .information flow ftom the constituency to the decision makers in the 
form of opinions or preferences. In addition, the comp-lexity of the infocma- 
tion provided by a larfee claimant body requires some techniques for collecting* 
theit preferences and a format that will manage disruptive conflict among 
parties to the decision (Pollay, 1976); see Figure 1. 
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The structural and b'ehayioral characteristics which should be considered 
in the design 0/ an organizational • group decision making/pirpblem solving' 
process will be next discussed! » . " * - 



ERIC 



■ -7. 



• 7 . 



111. PROCESS DESIGN 



Process Type 

• A great deal of _ iaformation on organizational grou? decision making/ 
ivroblem solving processes already exists. Several considerations are 
particularly valuable in facilitating the understanding and utilization 
of^thig information. The first; consideration deals with process *type. 
Although .various taxonomies also exist, i wii;L deal with onlji the referent . * 
. terminology, description- of the process, and the general undet^lying thinking ' 
associated with the more significant process types. These' processes include 
the interacting, the nominal, and the Delphi. ■ 

The interacting process refers to a conventional discussion gi'oup 
' format which is generally -an unstructured free-flowing" meeting with 
minimal direction by the leader other than the 'presentation of the issue 
to the group. Obvioyxsly, a trained leader can create ' increasing degrees 
of structure in a diJSus^ion gr<*up so that an' interacting group can approxi- 
mate a structured group process. In this case, the term ''interacting 
process" refers to an unstructured discussion group. Interacting groups 
play a very positive role with respect to increasing (1) group motivation . ' 
and cohesion, (2) a sense of group ctins'ensus, and (3) the feeling that each 
alternative solution possibility has been carefully reviewed. Thus, for. 
certain- motivational purposes, the problems associated with an interacting 
group may far from cancel outfits benefits. 

The nominal group technique was developed by Delbecq and Van de Ven 
in 1968. It was derived from-socTal-psychological studies of cffeolsion - 
conferences, management science . studies of the collection of ^oup judgments, 
and social woifk studies surrounding citizen -participation .in /program planning.. 
Since that time, the nominal group technique haS gained ext^sive recognition ' 
and has been widely applied in health, social service, education (Mosky and 
Grpen, 1974; Uhi, 1971; and Vroman, 1975), industry, and a'ovemment organizations. 
The process includes a silent generation of ideas in wrij4ng, a round-robin 
feedback from group memtiers to record each idea in a, teyse phrase on a flipchart, 
the disculBsion of each idea for clarification and evalyktion-, and the individual, 
voting on the priority ideas leading tp a group decision which is mathematically' 
derived through rank ordering or rating. The t^echniq^e overcomes a number of * 
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critical problrais typical of interacting groups- The silent independent 
genM-ation of ideas followed by further^ thought and listening during the r 
round-robin procedure results in a high quantity of ideas. The structured. • 
process forces equality of participation among members in generating 
information on the prbblem. The meetings tend to conclude with a perceived 
sense of clostire, accomplishment, and interest .in future phases of problem 
solving. ' ' ^ • .J 

^ ^nlljte the typical interacting meeting or nominal group technique where 
close physical proximity of group members is required for decision making, 
the Delphi technique does not Require that participants meet face to face. 
The Delphi technique is a method for the systematic solicitation and 
collation of judgments on a particular topic thrdugh a set of carefully 
designed sequential qq^stionnaires interspersed with summarized information 
and feedback of opinioils derived from earlier responses. 

There are several characteristics of the Delp^hi process which facilitate 
decision making performance. The isolated generation of ideas in writing 
produces a high quantity of -ideas. The process of writing responses to the 
questions forces Respondents to think through the complexity of the problem 
and* submit specific, high quality ideas. The amity -and isolation of respondents 
provide freedom from the pressure to comform to gryup ideas. Simple pooling of 
independent ideas and judgments enhances the quality of participant contribution's. 
The Delphi process tends to conclude with a motierately perceived sense of closure 
and accomplishment. Furthermore, the technique is valuable for obtaining / 
judgments from geographically isolated experts. * / 

It fias become apparent to those conducting research in the area of flxoup 
decision making and problem solving that no single process is generally- 
superior to others. Rather, there are advantages and disadvantages to each. 
That is, depending on the circumstances, the co^^raints which exist, or the 
applicability of various structural or behavioral criteria (see Figure 2), 
different processes may be appropriate. ^ Some processes enable the development 
of a better product with respect to its quality or quantity. Some processes 
enable a better identification of participants with the product. Others permit 
/greater fle^bility iri,*time, while still others are less expensive to employ. 
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Process Combinations 
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» It has further become apparent that combinations of these processes can 
be employed which are more useful than any^of the component processes used ^ 
Individually. Mlddendorf* (1973) and Van de Ven and Delbecq (1971) conc;Luded^' 
that different pr/^blem types and different group prpblem solving phases 
(fact--^f indin'g» Idea generation^ probability estimation, Clarification, . « 
evaluation, and compromise) require different problem. solving processes If 
problems are to be effectively dealt with. In terms of quality of outcome and 
nature of member interaction. Interactive (unstructured face-to-face 
behavior), nominal- (individual silent effort in a group setting), and Delphic 
(anonymous use of sequential questionna^es)^ processes have been examined, 
modified, and combined in ways which produce high levels of group consensus 
and Integration (Soudef, 1974). Issues dealt with by groups jIq the conduct 
of such research have Involve^ the development of consensus lists ^of R Sl-D 
investment guidelines (Souder, 1974), program planning, ^elbecq and Van de Vett"^. 
1974), and judgments Involving the estimation of a j)arameter (Huber and Delbacq, 
1972). ^ ' , * • 

These various issues or problem types require the members of a group to 
engage in a decision making activity which requires them to elicit facts or 
opinions or to suggest the relevant considerations which should be taken into 
account in any subsequent application and .prpblem resolution. The means by 
which the various consid^^i^ons are combined or reduced is specified (as by 
ranking or rating) or is not relevant to the group^s activity. An abill^ty 
to make distinctions is required primarily for the selection of the most 
important cons ider at ions « Such problems require considerable ability to 
differentiate amon^ dimShsions of a problem or to recognize differences within 
a s'^lngle dimension (Bierl et al^ , 1966), but little or none to integrate the 
proBlem dimensions; their overall "cognitive complexity," which is defined as 
combinations of these abilities, i^s consequently low to moderate in magnitude. 

hfeiltiattribute (or multiple^ attribute) and multiple objective decision 
problems,' which are obvi6usl}i those most often encountered In organisational^ 
operations, are by nature cognitively complex. They require of the decision 
makers attribute delineation, intra-attribute scaling, and inter-attribute 
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reconciliation, the degree of which is dependent upon the particular 
"multiple objective /multiple attribute decision method" employed (MacCrimmon, 
1968); see Figure 3., Furthermore, a great deal of such organizational 
decision making and problem solving activity requires "i^ersonalistic 
involvement" of gfoup members. This need becomes ^^arent- when attempting 
to decide which 'theory to apply, 'in determining whether conditions of 
certainty or uncertainty are involved, and when making Hurwicz-type selection- 
* parameter decisions. Questions involving array strategie.s, the number of 
measures of performance, and the value of weighting coefficients also make 
a "personalistic involvement" mandatory (Eilon, 1969). Educational institutions 
readily satisfy these cognitive-complexity-level requirements needed for *. ' 
extending the Investigation of group • processes further along the -cpmplexity 
continuum. Alsor, bringing organizational constituents into the. behavioral 
laboratory is extremely difficult and expensive. For these reasons', 
investigations associated witl^ educational program organization development 
efforts offer the most pi;omising organization developmenlj efforts offer the 
most promising environment in which to conduct such Research (Lindsay, 1976). 
- - consideration aiid one which is interdependent with that involving 
the appropriate ^desigp of a proc^^^^^i^ation, is that of the nature of the 
membership participating 'ih" the^dedl^i^'^ng/probiem splving process. 
-This is of pai;ticu:.ar importance when const^ructing process combinations or 
participation of partifcular membS| is not necessary in each^ process phase. 

An excellent axample of thisj^ that of the "Program Planning Model 
(PPM)," which divides program planninjg and development- into five phases. 
While these i)hases are conqj'atibie with the scientific 'method, the program 
planning model suggests specif icf group tecljniques "and specific roles for 
different interest groups at dif^ent phases iii the process. The entire 
process may be briefly summarized Hb followf : 

P^^^^ ^ consists of problem e:q)loration.*'' I^'involves client «r 

consumer groups and first-line supervisors. * 

Phase 2 consists of knowledge exploration. It involves external 

scientific personnel and -internal and external- ,5^ganizational 
specialists.' " ^ 
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^ Phase ^ cpns:^sts of priority develbpment. It involves resource* 

V ( controlliirs and key. administrators. 

" ' 1- » * 

^ Phase 4 consists of program development, [it, involves line administra- 
tors\and technical specialists: Finally, 

Phase S^ohsists of program evaluation. . It involves client or consumer 
groupat,'*'3taf f and administrative personnel. 

As described, the program planning method "suggests a means, by which - 
internal exchange across organizational units and, extra-organizational inter 
faces can be sequenced, and offers' an. explicit proce&s for structuring the 
,characterl.Q|^^partic±pation .within' each "phase' of th*e' planning "(Delbecq and 
Van de Ven, . . ' - , . " • . - 



IV. ABE PROGRAM OPERATIONS WORKSHOP ■ > 

Backgroxmd ' , \ , 

The experimental setting Involved. a workshop to develop feasible 
recommendations aQ4 plans for Improving the effectiveness and administration 
of ABE programs In Pennsylvania (Lindsay, 1976); as such It was concerned 
wl€h the performance of a group of Individuals, engaged In a cognltlvely 
complex decision, making of problem solving activity. The activity con- 
sisted of dpv^loplng "action plans" (Odlorhe,' 1969) which by their nature 
are cognltlvely complex In that the group m^o^i^rs are required to perform 
the following tasks; 

1) Differentiate among dimensions of a problem; l.e^. 

Identify relevant problems, soli;itlon components, ^ ^ 

alternatives ,^ and petformance steps; 
% 2) Discriminate by Interpreting differences within and 

across dimensions; >i.e., develop priorities for problems . 
and Alternatives generated;, and « 
^ 3) Integrate the various solution components Into alternatives, 
and action steps into action plan units. / 
Two aspects of the group's performance were of Interest — the noupr^ 
problem solving ability i|)^lf and the Intragroup cllQate which existed^ 
The group was composed bf individuals whoi are claimants to the Adult Basic 
Education organization and whose potential support of the problem solution 
.could be as Important a reason for their Inclusion as was the technical or 
experiential expertise which they possessed. 

The workshop was designed as an administrative field experiment (Thompson, 
1974) based on observation, 4ocuments, and written instruments involving the 
group members and a panel of technical, and organizational experts (Delbecq and 
Van de Ven) outside, the gromp. It was conducted in a fashion consistent with 
the philosophy £tnd objectives of the administrative experiment in which an 
administrator-experimenter attempts to accomplish bith of the folloVlng: 
1) Bring about some desired change or improvement In the present 
or future performance or operation of the organization (here, to 
solve a problem important to the 'ABE organization and one requiring 
endorsement by the contributors to tbe solutidn), and 
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2) Better understand or improve conflderice In the relation- 
ship of the change introduced and the results achieved f*^ 
(here, to evaluate the effectiveness of a^ alternative 

form of group decision making and problem solving ' ' 

. • , activity). " ' ' . ' 

The .subjecj problem of khis study was tljnely .in that considerable 
and relevant research exist^ concerning group decision making and problem 
solving and administrative experimentation (Evan, 1971 and Suchman, 1967). 
To date, research in both areas* has not overlapped. Also, the author's 
experiences in nimerous management and organization develppment; programs 
indicated that the problem was practical in that it has befen the source 
pf considerable frustration to Industrial and institutional organizations. 
Furt?hermo^6, "it sharpened application of "the optimal combination of processes 
for^eative problem solving" (Van de Ven and Delbecq. 1971) by making more 
operational the specification of the level the decision making oV problem 
solving activity with which the group must deal. At the same time 
experlmentation^with gryup processes was extended to..a probl^em class greater 
In cognitive complexity than any dealt with to date. Finally, it required 
astructural elaboration of the role of the monitor In a Delphic process £rom 
that of "one who carefully designs and administers questionnaires" (Turoff 1970) 
to one^ho, serves anonymously as a thinking-facilitator directing thought about 
a- problem (Maler. 1970) and a bridge scientist serving to close any knowledge , 

•gap which exists between members of the group and the decision .dciepces. More 
specif ij^ally, the%ew tole requires "resolving paradigm conflicts and mediating 

'between different evaluationai standards and problem solving approaches" 
(Anbar, 1973) by use of written Ins'tniments. 

Wdrkshop Process ' ^ ^ ^ 

A nominal group setting was employed to enable group members to familiarize 
themselves with certain evaluation survey data and to list what in their 
opinions constituted the most significant .problems related to the assigned area 
uhder discussion in their workgroup. They were Instructed not to limit them- 
selves to problems stimulated by the survey data alone; rather, they were to • 
bring all of their experiences (or the experiences of others that they were 
aware of) to bekr on the ABE problem identification. ' After a round-robin listing,- 



an Interactive clarification of the problems elicited » and a^j^ominal voting 
for the problems considered both most significant and, tractable » another 
nominal session was conducted in which members were instructed to suggest 
solutions which could lead to a resolution of the problem at hand; these 
solution approach (es) were to be described in*^ener^ terms only. Finally, ^ 
a variety of igroupt processes were employed to develop an afcti!^ pian, * ^ 
describing' the problem sorlution in terms of greater performance » cost, and 
schedule details, for each solution. • The process employed is outlined in 
.Figure 4 and* typical work sheets used are provided in the Appendix. 

* For each of six evaluatlon-comi^onent areas^ at least a dozen significant 
problems were identified.^. For each of the problems selected as worthy of 
T)eing given ^^iMt priority attention in each component area, at least a 
half-dozen general solution approaches were offered. The best elements of 
the solution-approaches were finally synthesized into an action plan, again 
onei for each component area. The action plans obtained were all quite 
subsif antiaT in detail, realism, and potential value to ABE. Pro gram/ group « 
participants were unanimous in praising the group process approach employed 
and in recognizing the merit of the action plans, developed. The project, of 
which this workshop was. a part is more fully described in... ABE report 
(Lindsay, 1976). " . . * . 
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ORGANIZATION AL/GRCUP D£CI3K3N--MAKING/Pr6bLEM- ' 

SQliVING PROCESS ' 

PROBLEM EXPLORAViOn ■ ; " - 

N'ommol •listing, Round-Robin sharihg, andjnteractive clarification 

PROBLEM PRIQRmZATION ■ ' ^ . • 

f\[ominal ordering, and Interacfive reconcildtion • 

fiG WITH TCP] ^ ' ■ -. m 

TY PROBLEM \ ' ■ ^ ■ ^ 



STARTI 
PhlCRiTY 



SOLl/rm CCMPONEntGENERATIOn ' ' " 
^minal feting,' Round-Robia shcrin^and Inteactive clarification 

- SOLUTION CCUPpNENT SYNTHESIS-AUERmTIVE CREATION 
Nomiaal study, Round -Robin sliarjng, and Ineractive reconciliation 

ALTERNATIVE PRIORITIZATION ' - 

fsTARTi^f^wlPHTSkf Interactive reconciliation.' , . 

I PRIORITY. PROBLEM^ 



'ACTION STEP GEmRATION^ . • ' 
Nominal listing, Round-Robin'listihg, and Interactive clarificction ' 

ACTION- ST^P SYNTHESIS . \ ^ ' " 
• Nominal study, Round-Rdbin displ^^'^nl^^ reccnciliafion 

■ ACTION STEP SCHEDULING AND BUDGETING, 
. Nommal estimation, RoundiRobin display, and Interactive 

•RECYCLE 



•RSCYCLE 



FIGURE 4 
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1975-76 PEN'NSYLVANIA ABe/ ASSESSMENT PROJECT 
^AriE, PROGR.\M OPr.il/TTO.N.S^WORKSilOP 

Problem IdentVf icntion Work..]if et 



WOI^GROUP NO. 



COni'O.NTXT 



r 



-ZTft Z ' f^r^^ P7-^"^-^' lUt what, in yeur opinion, consti- 

7,;."'' ^'^3nih<^Xt procl,^, (or pcte>,Lial problcrs) related, to 
• M^ri-^^:, n*?^ f^r^f. ^^rrrrrtii/ under d^,cu,si^^u in your 

sZaZ Zf fT ^"-fi' ^° ^^^^^^-^^ sti^:nAated Ly 'the 

'r&r^ "Z^.' ^''7. -^h^r-your irperienae. (or the Ueriencc 
of^hers tnat you a^e.ai2>qre of) to_ bear on ABE problem id^pification. 

Probiem StafriynEnt/i?!. 




Problem Statement //2. 



Problem' Statemeat //3* 



* 
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1975-;76 PEN'Nri'LyA,MA A3E ASS"-S3MI;NT PROJECT 
c. 

ABE PROGRy\iM 0?ER/\TiONS UORKSHOi 

Solution Alternatives Worksheet 
WORKGROUP . NO . COIPiitNT 



Instructions : In the spacer provided bclo-y please ffu^jaest u£^^to_ thr^ i 
solutions which could lead to resolution of th^ prohlcn qt hand. Please 
describe the solution appr'oach(es) in general twr^'S only.' 



Solution Alternative 01, 



Solution Alter^native //2, 



v.- 



Solution Alternative #3. 
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1975-76 PENNSYLV^NIA ABE ASSESSriLNT PROJECT 
ABE PROGRA^M OPERATIONS V/OKKShOP ^ 

So 

i|^tion Plan VJorksheet » 



GROUP ;;o. 



COMPONENT 



Instructions ; kt this poifit we^ are concerned 'Jith Leaking out" the solution 
vhichy in the group opinion^ offers the rnost promise- for resolving the 
cperatiofial problem. _^ We would like yd^i^ to -adopt a "^oiirnalistic" approach 
in detailing an 'action ^^pitSLn (i.e., provide anuuiers to ike ^ specific questions — 
who, wrjxty wkuj* when, ^herh/ hov, etc.'). Ee as specific as you can but do not 
force yourself to vrovi^e ahswers *or suggestions where you do nqt.feel 



force yourself to prov 
.comfortable in^ doing so 



I^lust2^ati/Cfe^uestio>fS thai might be KiddrKSscd in considering tke who, 
what, iwhy, eta. have been pr^ovided. 'You should fiot feel obliged to answer 
every i^ues^on nor should you consider the list to be exJiaustive. , 



^KHO?: Ce.g., Ivho (person, level, agenoy) should initiate the action? Wha 
is/are the decision makers? .Who will be impacted upon as a rcsulj:.of*» 
implementation? Uliose support, cooperation, or active participation is 
required? etc.] * v 



WJ^iT?: [iftiat steps must be t«iken? Must the sequence of steps be considered? 
Are there any identifiable jniles tones (delivery *of products, progress checks, 
prerequisites, etc.) that need be cpnsidered?J 



WllCN? ': [Uliat is a reasonable overall* time frame for state-wide iniplenentat ion 
at the local level? Can we determine when milesLOi>es could, would, or should 
o^cur? j . L ♦ » 



UniERE? .: [At what level (local, state, federal)' should the action be initiated, 
should the impact be felt, should decisions be made, should an action occur? j 



I 



WHY?: [How >7ill overall 4)rogram effectiveness be improved?^ 



H^U?: [Are there any suggestions that can be made ^regarding the "iluts and 
bolts'' or mechanics, of the action plan* (e.g., conduct a survey, pilot tt*st, 
evaluation, etc; draft materials, tests, curriculun plans, policy statements 
etc.; seek community, state or federal funds, etc.)?J 

r 



